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REMARKS 

Responsive to the Official Action dated Sef^ember 14, 2005, and in view of the 
interview held on October 7, 200S with Examinens Zeade and Husar^ the applicants cancel 
claims IS through 17» the cancellalion of these claims being believed to remove any 
objection under 35 USC 1 12, second paragraph, to any claim now asserted. Allowance of 
claiams 1 through 1 4 and 1 8 through 34 is believed ^^opriate in view of tbe discussions held 
during tha interview, tiie salient points of these discussions being made of record heiexnafter. 

The objection to tlie drawings under 35 CFR l*83(a) was noted by the applicants* 
representative as being witiiout merit in view of the showing in Figure 1 of the drawing of 
thedement 11, "^ch dement 11 is xefenred to as a "ceiling" mime 9 of page 11 int^alia. 
The Examiners agreed that the objection to the drawings is to be removed. 

Tbe rejection of claims 1 through 34 under 35 USC 1 12, second paragr^h, was 
discussed in detail, the gist of the discussion being the inappropriate application of the 
second pamgiaph of 35 USC 1 12 to independent claims 1 and 33* Examiner Zeade in the 
Official Action of September 14» 2005 may have believed the subject matter of clauns 1 5 
throu^ 17 to raise an issue under 35 USCl 12. However, independent clann 1, for example, 
would not appropriately be rejected under 35 USC 1 12, secoi^ paragraph, due to the 
Examiner's iqyparent confbsion whan ccMisidering the subject matter of other claims. 

The Examiners agreed that 35 USC 1 12> second paragr^h, was inappropriately 
sailed to the claims, particularly claim 1, in the Official Action and that tbe rejection would 
be withdrawn. 

The Yang patent was shown during the interview to be inappropriately app lied to the 
claims and particularly to claim 1 . Yang discloses concentricaUy arranged reflectors having 
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a common lens coveriiig the apertures of both reflectors. As rcgcpnds claim 1 and those 
oleums depending therefrom, Yang is inappropriately sqpplied under 35 USC 102(e) since 
Yang does not disclose HghtHoltering means disposed between reflectors and spaced fiom tiie 
atmulus fomied betwe^ the reflectors at the apertures of said reflectors. In Yang, none of 
the light generated by Yang^s lamp 1 1 passes tbrough the outer perimetric portion of the lens 
of Yang or tiirongh an annulus located at the aperture of Yang^s concentric reflectors^ 

While not discussed during the interview, the applicants contend that the rejection of 
claims 5» 17, 20, 26 and 30 under 35 USC 103(a) is inappropriate due to the deficiencies of 
Yang 85 noted above. Pankin cannot be combined with Yang to cure these deficiencies since 
Pankin merely discloses a light-tran^ssive plate and a colored film disposed on the plate. 
The combination of Yang and Pankin thus fails to obviate the claimed subject matter. 

The rejection of claims 1 6 and 1 9 under 3S USC 103(^) fails due to the deficiencies 
of Yang as noted above as well as dte fitet that Pankm and Robertson et al do not disclose 
structure that fills in the deficient disclosure of Yang. Pankin merely discloses a li^- 
transmissive plate and a colored film mounted on the plate. Robertson et al only disclose the 
use of a light-emitting diode as a ligjit source. The combination of Yang, Pankin and 
Robertson etal fails to obviate iheredted structure of claims Idatid 19. 

Withdrawal of all rejections asserted in the Official Action of September 14, 2005 is 
respectfully requested Allowance of claims 1 through 14 and 18 through 34 is believed to 
be appropriate. 
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